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Summary of Examiner's Answer 

Based upon Appellant's arguments presented in the Appeal Brief filed on February 16, 
2005, claims 1, 3-8, 17-19, 21-24, and 26 are now allowed. Accordingly, claims 9, 12, 15, and 
16 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Salisbury (US 5,303,074) 
in view of Henley (US 5,459,410). 
Appellant's Reply Arguments 

In the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner admits that "Salisbury does not explicitly disclose 
that the repair patterns bypasses to pixel electrodes adjacent to the data line." Thus, the 
Examiner relies upon Henley to reason that "[bjecause the gate line (scan line) and the data line 
form the pixel region, as shown in Figs. 6 and 14, [sic] the repair pattern is a conductive bridge 
across the pixel region as shown in Fig. 12c." In addition, the Examiner alleges that "[t]he 
figures 6 and 14 show an electrical diagram that does not show the precise distance, and the 
figures show that the principle of the pixel [regions] are defined by the data line and the gate 
line." Furthermore, the Examiner concludes that "[t]herefore, when forming the conductive 
bridge, the repair pattern of the conductive bridge, inherently, [bypasses] to pixel electrodes 
adjacent to the data line." Appellant respectfully disagrees. 

As admitted by the Examiner, "[t]he figures 6 and 14 show an electrical diagram that does 
not show the precise distance." However, FIGs. 6 and 14 are just that, electrical schematic 
diagrams that, by definition, are not meant to show exact relative positioning of individual 
components of the electric circuitry shown in FIGs. 6 and 14. Accordingly, Appellant 
respectfully asserts that no inference may be made as to placement of the conductive bridge 88, 
as shown in FIGs. 12a- 12c, with regard to the electrical schematic diagrams of FIGs. 6 and 14. 
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Moreover, Appellant respectfully asserts that the Examiner's allegation that "the repair pattern of 
the conductive bridge, inherently, [bypasses] to pixel electrodes adjacent to the data line" is 
simple not true and definitely neither taught nor suggested by Henley or Salisbury, whether taken 
singly or combined. 

With regard to the Examiner's dissertation on use of the term "bypass," Appellant 
respectfully asserts that the explanation is inapposite to either Henley or Salisbury, and fails to 
remedy the deficiencies of Salisbury , as admitted by the Examiner, or remedy the deficiencies of 
Henley , as presented above. Furthermore, Appellant respectfully asserts that the conclusion 
reached by the Examiner, i.e., "the repair pattern is a current shunt, and the repair pattern 
disclosed in Salisbury and Henley adjacent to the pixel electrodes and the data line, so that the 
repair pattern disclosed in Salisbury and Henley is bypassed to the pixel electrodes adjacent to 
the data line" is unsupported by any of Salisbury , Henley , or Merriam- Webster's Collegiate 
Dictionary, whether taken singly or combined. 

The Examiner's Answer continues to allege that "Henley indicates (col. 2, lines 15-18) such 
repair structure [improves] the production yields, especially, for assembling high density active 
matrix LCD panels." Although Appellant does not dispute that Henley teaches inspection and 
repair of AM-LCD panels at col. 2, lines 15-18, Appellant does assert that Henley simply does 
not provide any teaching or suggestion, either implicitly or explicitly, that the conductive bridge 
structure 88, in FIGs. 12a-12c, overlaps or bypasses to the schematic representations of pixel 
electrodes shown in FIGs. 6 and 14 of Henley . More generally, Appellant respectfully asserts 
that Henley fails to teach, suggest, or imply that the conductive bridge structure overlaps or 
bypasses to any of the schematic representations of pixel electrodes disclosed by Henley . 
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The Examiner's Answer concludes that "it would have been obvious to those skilled in the 
art at the time the invention was made to arrange a repair pattern as claimed in claim 9 for 
improving the production yields of the high density active matrix LCD display." However, for at 
least the reasons set forth above, Appellant respectfully asserts that the Examiner fails to 
establish a prima facie case of obviousness with regard to independent claim 9, and hence 
dependent claims 12, 15, and 16. Specifically, Appellant respectfully asserts that the Examiner 
has failed to provide any proper motivation with which to modify Salisbury to arrive at the 
invention of independent claim 9, or any logical reasoning, based upon Henley, to modify 
Salisbury to arrive at Appellant's claimed invention. 

Thus, at least for the reasons discussed above and those set forth in the Appeal Brief, 
Appellant respectfully submits that the rejection of claims 9, 12, 15, and 16 under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) is improper and should be withdrawn. 
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CONCLUSION 



In view of the foregoing, Appellant respectfully requests the reversal of the Examiner's 
rejections and allowance of all the pending claims. If there are any other fees due in connection 
with the filing of this Reply Brief, please charge the fees to our Deposit Account No. 50-0310. 



Dated: June 17. 2005 
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MORGAN, LEWIS & BOCKIUS LLP 
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Washington, D.C. 20004 
Telephone: (202) 739-3000 
Facsimile: (202) 739-3001 



Respectfully submitted, 



MORGAN LEWIS & BOCKIUS LLP 




David B. Hardy 
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